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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to make an initial

assessment of the "AFIT SURVEY OF WORK Aq.'TITUDES". The

historical basis and the development of the survej were

documented. Survey constructs and measurement scales were

identified. A literature review was conducted to document

the reliability/validity of three of the scales used in the

survey to measure Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commit-

* ment and Participation in Decision Making. The literature

was also searched to determine the frequency of use of each

scale by researchers in the organizational behavior field.

The study found that the job satisfaction scale was
.4-

not commonly used and an alternate scale was suggested. The

organizational cominitment scale was commonly used in

research and had stronq vatidity/reliaibility data. There

was no one dominant varticination in decision making scal.

(PDM) discovered in the review. It was recommended that the

* existing PDM scale be used but suqqested that additional

irelimbility/validity data be gathered.
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I

A\SSESSMENT OF THE AFIT

- SURVEY OF WORK ATTITUDES:

*• HISTORY AND REVIEW OF THREE SCALES

I. Introduction

The United States Air Force (USAF) is concerned with

organizational effectiveness. Employee work attitudes have

an impact on the effectiveness of organizations:

'4 The Hawthorne studies first highlighted the
importance of worker attitudes. As a result of
the attention given to small groups of employees
who were being observed, the workers reported a
free attitude about what they did on the job.
They felt the organization was interested in them
and they liked it. Their social and work
activities changed and performance increased as
well. These initial studies prompted the
researchers to investigate further the attitudes
of all the employees and an extensive program of
interviewing was commenced. From these data
management gained an insight into the employees'
attitudes about work conditions, rate-busters,
supervisors and many other issues which affected
their behavior on the job (1.143).

The instrument used to measure work attitudes affects

the analysis of data collected. Korman effectively states

the need for accurate measurement, 'The point is not that

,• accurate measurement iý. nice. It is necessary, crucial,

A• etc. Without it we have nothinq" (2:194). Therefore, it is

V essential that instruments used for measurinq attitudes lbe

reliable anti valid.

0;4



Over the years, different DOD and Air Force organiza-

tions have employed different instruments to collect attitu-

dunal data. Some of these instruments include the AFIr

Survey of Work Attitudes, The Leadership Management and

Development Center (LMDC) Organization Assessment Package

(cAP), as well as numerous other private sector organiza-

tional surveys. Some of these are discuss.,d in this

researcn effort. However, none of the instrumer;"s availab'.e

is the standard for use in organizational rez-arch.

AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes

Currently, the "AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes" (ASWA)

is used by Air Force consultants at AFIT in conductincg

organizational research. Numerous research has been

reported in organizational literature based on this instru-

ment. A list of studies using the ASWA is contained in
A .'if

Appendix A. The AFIT Survey was created in 1981. In .:>e

seven years since its inception, and in spite of several

wminor revisions, no effort has been made to document the

historical development of the instrument, the rationalo for

existing scales, or assessment of the. appropriatenesa and

•,0. reliability of these scales.

The stated purpose of the AFIT Survey is to obtain

4f information about the individal. the job. the working qroup

,,nd the orgtnization of those takinq the !urvey. Tn• in'or-

mation collected is used to support research ass(esing

-*2



employee attitudes toward different aspects of their work

environment.

The survey attempts to measure variables in 17 general

areas as shown in Table 1. These general areas contain

measures of different constructs as listed in Appendix C.

Table 1. General Content Areas of the
AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes

General Areas Page

1 Demographic 1
2 Job Satisfaction 3
3 Supervisor's Assessment 4
4 Job Effort Rating 5
5 Future Work Plans 5
6 Organizational Information 5
7 Job Information 7
8 Work Role Attitudes 8
9 Work Goals 10

10 Job Characteristics 13
11 Job Feedback 15
12 Task Preferences 15
13 Task Demands 17
14 Situational Attributes is
15 Goal Agreements 18
16 Self Perceived Ability is
17 Performance Obstacles 19

Some of the techniques used in the survey to measure

these variables have strong support in research literature.

Other techniques used were created ad hoc. There is no

documentation on rationate for any survey variables. There

is however a vast amount of research conducted in this area

(1:152). It is possible to use this large body of

3



* literature to assess content of the AFIT Survey of Work

Attitudes by examin-ing research on the variables contained

therein and assessing its applicability to those attitudes

measured in the AFIT Survey.

Research Objectives

The overall objective of this research is to contribute

in part to a technical assessment of the AFIT Survey of Work

Attitudes. Specific research objectives included:

1. Determining why the AFIT Survey was developed.

2. Determining how the AFIT Survey was developed,

3. Determining if scales used in the survey are
representative of those currently being
"reported in research today.

4. Collecting and documenting data on scale
properties from existing research.

5. Providing recommendations for which scales to
use.

Scope/Limitat ions

This study was ) imited to an assessment of three of the

scales used in the AFIT Survey. There was no effort made to

conduct an independent statistical analysis of the ASWA

, using data collected with the instrument. This study
reported only the research conducted an scales and variables

which appear in the literature. The results of the research

which has yielded data on scale properties is reported. In

those cases where scales were not addressed in the

044



literature, there was no attempt to establish validity and

reliability by conducting new research.

Plan of Study

The first step, parallel to the first objective, was to

determine why the AFIT Survey was developed. Once the

intended purpose was known, an assessment could be made on

whether the ASWA is accomplishing its purpose. This was

accomplished by interviewing Dr. Robert Steel, who is listed

in the ASWA as point of contact. Dr. Steel was instrumental

in the creation and development of the survey. A series of

interviews was conducted.

It was important to learn how the AFIT Survey was

developed. Knowing the rationale for scales used would aid

in documenting the evolution of this survey. This informa-

tion was gathered through the series of interviews with Dr.

Steel. The source documents identified as rationale for a

scale in the ASWA were analyzed and data on psychometric

scale properties were included in this research.

It was also important to determine if scales used in

the survey are representative of those currently being

reported in research today. It was important that any "new

scales" that emerged which were superior to the AFIT Survey

scales be identified. A comprehensive literature review was

conducted on the three scales used in the survey. This

search was conducted by: (1) reviewing the work of Cook,

"Hepworth. Wall and Warr on 249 measures of work attitudes,

:nS
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values, and perceptions gathered from a review of all

articles in 15 principle journals from 1974 to mid-1980; and

(2) reviewing the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). The

SSCI covers over 4700 journals which include virtually every

discipline of the social sciences ranging from anthropology

to urban planning and development. In the SSCI, all work

which references an author can be identified.

It was necessary to collect validity and reliability

- data on the scales used. The current research was reviewed

to determine if any researchers had validated and determined

reliable the scales of interest in the ASWA.

Recommendations were provided on which scales to use.

This was accomplished by reviewing and analyzing data

gathered from the literature review. Those scales with

sufficient reliability and validity data available were

recommended for inclusion.

"N.
4..
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II. History

Background

The "AFIT SURVEY OF WORK ATTITUDES" (ASWA) was developed

by the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT). AFIT is a

component of Air University. The mission of AFIT is to

provide education and training to meet Air Force require-

ments in scientific, technological, managerial, medical and

other fields as directed by HQ USAF (4:2). The mission

includes conducting research and providing consulting ser-

vices to organizations throughout the Department of Defense.

"The "AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes" was developed as an

instrument to gather data for use by AFIT for research and

consulting services.

The survey instcument was created in AFIT's School of

Systems and Logistics (AFIT/LS) in June 1981. The principal

authors were Dr. Robert P. Steel. Maj. (now Lt Col) Nestor

K. Ovalle. I, PhD., Dr. Anthony J. Mento, and Dr. Guy S.

".:; Shane. The authors were aided by Dr. Virgil R. RehQ. Dr.

0 John W. Demidovich. and Lt Col Russell F. Lloyd, Phi.

The ASWA was designed as a broadbase survey question-

naire for use in collecting data in support of research

assessing employee attitudes toward different aspects of

their work environment. The survey was first admini...tred

in lNovember 1982. Since then the survey has been admin-

tstered to over 1.647 individuals in a variety of different

7



organizations ranging from a aircraft maintenance squadron

to a hospital organization. A list of types of organiza-

tions surveyed ii contained in Appendix B. Numerous studies

nhave been conducted using data collected from the ASWA. A

listing of these studies in contained in Appendix A.
The ASWA has undergone two revisions since the original

was developed in June 1981. The selection of constructs to

be measured was made by the principal authors and contrib-

4 utors. Selection was based on research studies the authors

were planning to conduct. The researchers used their exper-

* ience and review of the literature to arrive at a set of

Y variables and associated scales to include in tne survey.

The specific rationale for selections were not documented.

This collaborative survey development effort resulted in the
4'

original "AFIT SURVEY OF WORK ATTITUDES".

The current version of the survey is 19 pages long. It

consist of 134 items divided into 17 different groups of

constructs ranging from "BACKGROUND INFORMATION" to "PMRFOR-
MANCE OBSTACLES AND CONSTRAINTS". It measures 30 different

dimensions of attitudes ranging from "JOB SATISFACTION" to

"JOB FRUSTRATION". A breakout of attitudes measured by the"I*

30 different variables is cont4inedt in Appendix C.

Currently, there are two studies underway which are

analyzing the ASWA. This analys.s will docur.ent the devel-

opment of the survey instrument and will determine whether

new research exists which may be used to improve the ASWA as

S1
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a survey instrument. Another research project is underway

which will perfcrm a statistical analysis of data collected

using the survey to assess the validity and reliability of

4 '

_.1111, the instrument.

The first revision, designated Version II (USAF SCN 82-

15), was the result of the researchers analysis of data

"collected using the survey. The analysis was not documented

but included comparison of reliability measurements across

samples and review of feedback from respondents. This

initial review of the survey instrument resulted in a siq-

* nificant change to the original survey. These changes are

summarized in the following paragraphs:

Changes to the Instrument

One change divided the survey into two parts. Part I

measurements were considered "core measures". The core

measures are to remain th- same whenever the survey is

administered. Part II contains variables that have poten-

tial for change depending on the specific research con-

ducted. The division of variable into two parts allows the

survey to be chanqed or adapted more easily.

Job Satisfaction. This variable remained in version 1I

but the measurement scale was changed. The original vorsion

used the 21 item Minnesota Satisfaction Uuestionnaire. Ver-

sion 11 used a 5 item scale developed by Andrews Withey

(5). The scales are shown in Tables 2 and 3.

9



Table 2. Original Job Satisfaction Scale

How satisfied are you in your present job? Use the

following rating scale to indicate your satisfaction.

1. Means you are very dissatisfied with
this aspect of your job.

2. Means you are dissatisfied with this
aspect.

3. Means you can't decide if you are
satisfied or not wfth this aspect of
your job.

4. Means you are satisfied with this
0 •aspect.

5. Means you are very satisfied with this
aspect of your job.

I. Being able to keep busy all the time.

2. The chance to work alone on the job.

3. The chance to do different things from time to time.

4. The chance to be "somebody" in the couvnunity.

S. The way my boss handles his men.

6. The competence of my supervisor when he makes dec:.sions.

7. Beinq able to do thing, that didn't go againt my
conseence.

8. The way my job provides for steady employment.

9. The chance to do things for other people.

1 0. The chance to tell people what to do.

11. The chance to do something that makes use of my
S• 'abilities.

12. The way company p--•licies are put into practice.

13. My pAy *nd the amount of work I do.

a '~.10

:,"
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Table 2. (Continued)

14. The chances for advancement on the job.

15. The freedom to use my own judgment.

16. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

17. The working conditions.

18. The way my co-workers got along with one another.

19. The praise I get for doing a good job.

20. The feeling of accomplishment I got from the job.

21. Enjoying the work itself.

Table 3. Version II Job Satisfaction Scale

Below are 5 items which relate t-, the degree to which you
are satisfied with various aspects of your job. Read each
item carefully and choose the statement below which best
represents your opinion.

I = Delighted
2 - Pleased
3 = Mostly satisfied
4 = Mixed (about equally satisfied and dissatisfied)
5 - Mostly dissatisfied
6 = Unhappy
7 = Terrible

8. How do you feel about your jot?

9. How do you feel about the people you work with--your
co-workers?

10. How (o yoat feel about the work you do on your job--the
work itself?

11. What is it like wheri- you work--the physical surrounld-
inqs. the hours, the amount of work you are asked to
dol

4



Table 3. (Continued)

12. How do you feel about what you have available for doing
your job--I mean equipment, information, good
supervision, and so on?

Self Apraisal Measures. The original version of the

survey contained three self appraisal measures: perceived

work-group performance; perceived self performance and

supervisor's assessment of preformance. These measures are

shown in Tables 4, 5 and 6. The authors believed one self

* appraisal measure was sufficient for their needs. Only the

self appraisal measure based on supervisor feedback was

included in Version II. The Version II measure is shown in

Table 7. The response scale for this variable was changed

to be consistent with the scale a supervisor was given when

the supervisor would rate the subordinate. Thk a•s&.

compariscn of supervisor and suior.Iinate respons.

Table 4. O..',na, Perceiveld WOrk-l('-ott' , orforraance

The followiqg statements and questions deal with the
nerforimance of your work-q(rou0 V OU view it. Please think
carefully o7 the things you and your work-group metbthrs
produce by way of services and/or products as you respond to
these questions.

Use the fotlowing ratinq scale to inlieate the qxtcnt
to which you agree or disagree with the statements and
questions showa below.

1AI
0

* .~



Table 4. (Continued)

1 = strongly disagree
2 = moderately disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = neither agree or disagree
5 = slightly agree
6 = moderately agree
7 = strongly agree

22. The quantity of output of your work-group members is
very high.

23. The ouality of output of your work-group members is
very high.

24. Your work-group members always get maximum output from
N the available resources (e.g., money, material,

personnel).

25. Your work-group members do an excellent )ob
anticipating problems that may come up and either
preventing them from occurring or minimizing their
effects.

26. When high priority work arises (e.g., "crash projects",
and sudden schedule changes) your work-group members do
an excellent job in handling and adapting to these
situations.

Ti 5. 0P2,•• .erceived S•t-efrac e~r

The followting •ttzw4mefits 4nd questions deal with Your view
of vour own__ v,,erformanee. Your 11ram4 a el , ference shuld
your perfo~rmanee over the past six months eor sG ýn Ljqht of
whAt is expecte-I of you. Please, think carefully of the
various thin-gs you pr-oduc-a (mainr responsibilities of your
assigned job) in the way off services -n~d or pro-duc-ts Ad you
resS nd to these que~tiorts or statcmetts.

Use tho follOwit; ratingq scAle to intdicate the exttett to

which you agree or disagree with th4 st-4temr.-t•s and
questions shown below.

a'



Table 5. (Continued)

1 = strongly disagree
2 = moderatel! disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = neither agree or disagree
5 = slightly agree
6 = moderately agree
7 = strongly agree

27. The quantity of your output is very high.

28. The quality of your output is very high.

29. You always get maximum output from the available
resources (e.g., money, material, personnel).

* 30. You do an excellent job anticipating problems that may
come up and either preventing them from occurring or

*i minimizing their effects.

1 31. When high priority work arises (e.g., "crash projects",
and sudden schedule changes) you do an excellent job in
handling and adapting to these situations.

Table 6. Original Supervisor's Assessment

of' Your Performance

.4

The following statemttents deal with f~eedback you receive from

your supervisor concerning your Qrformance. Your framne or
;_reFerence shou e your s rvisor s evaluation of your

S perforrtance in termis oi formal feedback (i.e.. pearodic.
N&• written performance appraisals) and informal feedback (i.e..

verbal coantunication on a day-to-day basis). Plea43e hink
carefully about his/her evaluations of you over the past stx
months or so.

SA. ýjse the following rating sctle to indicate th* extient to

which you atiree or disagree with the statements And
questions shown below.

-S
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Table 6. (Continued)

1 = strongly disagree
2 = moderately disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = neither agree or disagree
5 = slightly agree
6 = moderately agree
7 = strongly agree

113. Your supervisor considers the quantity of your output
to be very high.

114. Your supervisor considers the quality of your output to
be very high.

115. Your supervi.,or believes you get maximum output from
the available resources (e.g., money, material,
personnel).

116. Your supervisor believes you do an excellent job antic-ipating problems that may come up and either 77ev h7
theit from occurring or minimizing their effects.

117. Under situations when high priority work arises (e.g..
"crash projects', and sudden schedule changes) your
supervisor believes you do an excellent job in handling
and adapting to these events.

S14•3. Your supervisor has a very accurate knowledge of your
per formance.

119. Your supervisor provides you with clear. specific
feedback about your performrance.



.Table 7. Version II Supervisor's Assessment
of Your Performance

The following statements deal with feedback you receive from
your supervisor concerning your performance. Your frame of
reference should be your supervisor's evaluation of your
performance in terms of formal feedback (i.e., periodic,
written performance appraisals) and inform,;_ feedback (i.e.,
verbal communication on a day-to-day basis). Please think
carefully about his/her evaluations of you over the past six
mont'is or so.

Based upon the feedback you have received from your
supervisor, using the ratinq scale below to indicate how
your job performance would compare with other emp-loyees
doing similar work.

1 = Far worse
2 = Much worse
"3 = Slightly worse
4 = About average
5 - Slightly better
6 = Much better
7 -Far better

13. Compied with other employees doing similar work, your
supervisor consideres the quantity of the work you
produce to be-

14. Compared with other employees dotnq simil-r work, your
supervisor consideres the ajj..it of the work you
produce to be:

1-5. Compared wi th.thr employees performting simitar work.
• your supervisor tli~eves the eficien_ _ of your use of

. available resources (toney. matertals. personnel'; In
producinq a work product is:

16. Compared with other employees performiing smilAr work.
yotir supervisor consideres your ability in aticipatif;
E problems and either prevontinq or miitizi~ing their
effects to be:

17. Comparee with other employees om.n•, similar work,

Vnour supervisor believes your
in hzndlling high-prioritv work (e.".. crash projtets"
and Sudden sc:hedulc changes) iS:



SJob Characteristics. Items in this section were orig-

inally based on those found in the Job Diagnostic Survey

(JDS) developed by Hackmon and Oldham (6). In Version II,

the authors dropped the feedback dimension and used the Job

Characterist Inventory (JCI) scale. The authors decided to

use the JCI based on a study by Sims, Szilagyi and Keller

which demonstrated construct validity, reliability and con-

vergent and discriminant validity across two diverse samples

(7). The measures are shown in Tables 8 and 9.

Table 8. Original Job Characteristic Measures

47. To what extent does your job require you to work
closely with other people (either "clients", or people
in related jobs in your own organization)?

1 --------- 2 --------- 3 ---------4 --------- 5--------- 6--------7

Very little; dealing Moderately; some Very much; dealing
with other people is dealing with with other people
not at all necessary others is is an absolutely
in doing the job. necessary. essential and cru-

cial part uf doing
the job.

- 48. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to
what extent does your job permit you to decide on your
own how to go about doing the work?

S--------- --------- --------- --------- 5---------6--------7

14.4 Very little; the job Moderate autonomy; Very much: the job
-•,% gives me almost no many things are gives almost com-

-., personal "say" about standardized and plete responsiblity
how and when the not under my con- for deciding how

4 work is done. trol, but I can and when the work
make some decis- is done.
ions about the
work.

17
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Table 8. (Continued)

49. To what extent does your job involve doing a "whole"
and identifiable piece of work? That is, is the job a
complete piece of work thathas an obvious beginning
and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall
piece of work, which is finished by other people or by
automatic machines?

1-2 --------- 3 --------- 4 --------- 5 --------- 6-------- 7

My job is only a My job is a moderate- My job involves
tiny part of the sized "chunk" of the doing the whole
overall piece of overall piece of work; piece of work;
work; the results my own contribution from start to finish
of my activities can be seen in the the results of my
cannot be seen in final outcome. activities are
the final product easily seen in the

* or service. final product or
service.

50. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to
what extent does the job require you to do many
different things at work, using a variety of your
skills and talents?

2 --------- 3 ---------4 --------- 5---------6--------7

Very little; the job Moderate variety. Very much; the job
requires me to do the requires me to do
same routine things many different
over and over again. things, using a

number of different
skills and talents.

51. In general, how significant or important is your job?
* That is, are the results of your work likely to

significantly affect the lives or well-being of other
people?

1 --------- 2 ---------3---------4---------5---------6--------7

S., Not very significant; Moderately Highly significant;
the outcomes of my significant. the outcomes of my
work are not likely work can affect other
to have important people in very

Q.v effects on other important ways.
IA' people.
'MV
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Table 8. (Continued)

52. To what extent do managers or co-workers let you know

how well you are doing on your jour

1 --------- 2 --------- 3---------4---------5---------6--------7

Very little; oeople Moderately; Very much; managers
almost never let me sometimes people or co-workers pro-
know how well I am may give me vide me with almost
doing. "feedback"; constant "feedback"

other times about how well I
they may not. am doing.

53. To what extent does doing the job itsel.f provide you
with information about your work performance? That is,
does the actual work itself provide clues about how
"well you are doing--aside from any "feedback" co-
workers or supervisors may provide?

0
1---- 2 ----------- 3 . I -- 5 ----------6---------7

Very little; the job Moderately; Very much; the job
- itself is set up so sometimes doing is set up so that

"I could work forever the job provides I get almost con-
without finding out "feedback" to stant "feedback"
how well I am doing. me; sometimes as I work about how

it does not. well I am doing.

SECTION TWO

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used
to describe a job. You are in indicate whether each
statement is an accurate or an inaccurate description of
our job.

- Once again, please try to be an objective as you can in
_ deciding how accurately each statement describes your job--

regardless of whether you like or dislike your job.

How accurate is the statement in describing your job'?

I - Very inaccurate
* 2 - Mostly inaccurate
.' 3 - Slightly inaccurate

4 - Uncertain
5 - Slightly accurate
6 - Mostly accurate
7 - Very accurate

19
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Table 8. (Continued)

54. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-
level skills.

55. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other
A *1, people.

56. The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to
do an entire piece of work from begnning to end.

57. Just doing the work required by the job provides many

4 chances for me to figure out how well I am doing.

58. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

59. The job can be done adequately by a person working
N•. alone--without talking or checking with other people.

60. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never

- I give me any "feedback" about how well I am doing in my
work.

61. This job is one where a lot of other people can be
"affected by how well the work gets done.

62. The job denies me any chance to use my personal
initiative or judgment in carrying out the work.

63. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am
.4, performing the job.

64. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the
pieces of work I begin.

65. The job itself provides very few clues about whether or
not I am performing well.

S66. The job gives me considerable opportunity for
independence and freedom in how I do the work.

67. The job itself is not very significant or important in
the broader scheme of things.

• 4t. ,"
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Table 9. Version II Job Characteristic Measures

SECTION TWO

5. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to
what extent does your job permit you to decide on your
own how to go about doing the work?

1 --------- --------- 3 --------- 4 --------- --------- 6 -------- 7

Very little; the job Moderate autonomy: Very much: the job
gives me almost no many things are gives almost corn-
personal "say" about standardized and plete responsiblity
how and when the not under my con- for deciding how
work is done. trol, but I can and when the work

* make some decis- is done.
ions about the
work.

6. To what extent does your job involve doing a "whole"
and identifiable piece of work? That is, is the job a
"complete piece of work that has an obvious beqinning
and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall
oiece of work, which is finished by other people or by
automatic machines?

-2 - ---------- 3 --------- 4 --------- 5 --------- 6 ---------7

My job is only a My job is a moderate- My job involves
tiny part of the sized "chunk" of the doing the whole
overall piece of overall piece of work: piece of work:
work; the results my own contribution from start to finish
of my activities can be seen in the the results of my

I cannot be seen in final outcome. activities are
the final product easily seen in the
or service. final product or

* service.

7. How much vynrieI is there in your job? That is. to
what extent does the job require you to do many
different things at work, using a variety of your
skills and talents?

21



Table 9. (Continued)

1--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- 6 -------- 7

Very little; the job Moderate variety. Very much; the job
requires me to do the requires me to do
same routine things many different
over and over again, things, using a

number of different
skills and talents.

8. In general, how significant or important is your job?
That is, are the results of your work likely to
significantly affect the lives or well-being of other
people?

I --------- 2----------3---------4------- ---4-------- 6 -------- 7

Not very significant: Moderately Highly significant;
* 1 the outcomes of my significant. the outcomes of my

work are not likely work can affect other
to have important people in very
effects on other important ways.
people.

SECTION TWO

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used
to describe a job. You are in indicate whether each
statement is an accurate or an inaccurate description of
your job. Once again, please try to be an objective as you
can in deciding how accurately each statement describes your
job--regardless of whether you like or dislike your job.

How accurate is the statement in describing your job?

* I - Very inaccurate
2 - Mostly inaccurate
3 - Slightly inaccurate
4 - Uncert.axin
5 - Slightly accurate

- Mostly accurate
7 - Very accurate

9. The job requires ate to uso a nu..aber of complex or high-

level skills.

1U. The job is arranqled so that I do not have the chance to
do an entirc piece of work from b. Tnning to end.

* 22
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Table 9. (Continued)

11. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

12. This job is one where a lot of other people can be
affected by how well the work gets done.

13. The job denies me any chance to use my personal
initiative or ]udgment in carrying out the work.

14. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the
pieces of work I begin.

15. The job gives me considerable opportunity for
independence and freedom in how I do the work.

16. The job itself is not very significant or important in
the broader scheme of things.

Work Role Attitude Measures. Questions 83-85 were

eliminated because the author felt they were redundant with

other feedback measurements in the survey.

Questions 86-88 were eliminated because author did not

like the measurement proprieties.

lIt Version I1, the participative decision making

variable was measured using a 5 item scale (Ques 50-54)

versus the 4 item scale (Ques 68-71) in the oriqinal. The

questions were reworded to improve the face validity and

reliability of these items.

Questions 72-74. in the original survey, measured the

role overloAd construct. These items were not included in V

II bec~use the construct was no longer pertinent to the
%4

researcher's interest.

23
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Questions 75 and 76, in the original survey, were

measurements of stress. In Version II, these two questions

were reworded for clarity. Item 57 was added to Version II

to measure the aspect of organizational causes of stress.

In the original version, items 77-79 measured inter-

personal trust. In Version II, these items were reworded to

improve clarity.

In the original version items 89-91 measured the

organizational communication climate. In Version U1, the

scale was expanded by one item to improve measurement

reliability. The scales are shown in Tables 10 and 1I.

Table 10. OriginaA Work Role Attitudes Measure

This section of the couestionnaire contains a itumber of
statements that rel.atk\ to feeli.qs about your work group,
the demands of your job, and the iupervision you receive.
Use the followinq t-einq scale t, indicate the extent to
which you agree or aisagree with r..e .!.taternents shown below.

1. = Strongly disagree
2 = Moderately disagree
3 = Slightly disagree
4 = Neither agree nor disagree
5 - Slightly aqree
6 - moderately aqree
7 - Strongly agree

68. Within my work-group the people most affeeted by
deciIons frequently participate in makinq the
deci s ions.

69. In my work-groun there is a great ueal of oppoC)rtunity
to be involved i n resolving problems which affect the

-'I.0~,Vqrouo.

3 70. My work-group is very effective in making decisions.

*24
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Table 10. (Continued)

71. My work-group is very effective in the process of group
problem solving (i.e., clearly defining/specifying the
problem(s), developing and evaluating alternative
solutions, and, selecting, implementing and evaluating
a solution).

72. I don't have enough time to do everything that is
expected of me on my job.

73. The amount of work I have to do interferes with how
well it gets done.

74. I have work standards that cannot be met given my time
constraints.

75. My work (job) causes me a great deal of stress and
anxiety.

76. My life away from my work causes me a great deal of
M, 4. stress and anxiety.

77. In general, people tell the truth, even when they know
they could benefit by lying.

78. Generally speaking, most people are inclined to look
out for themselves rather than helping others.

79. If given the chance, most people will try to take-
advantage of others rather than trying to be faic.

80. There is a high snirit of teamwork among my co-workers.

-, •8. Members of my work group take a personal interest in
one another.

8 2. If 1 had a chalnce to do the same kind of work for the
same pay in another work group. I would still stay here
in this work group.

83. My supervisor lets me know when I am doing a poor job.

84. My supervisor lets me know when I am doing a goodA job.

85. 1 can determine for" myself how well I am doing my job
without feedback from anyone else.

86. My supervisor represents the group at all times.

8 7. My supervisor performs well under pressure.

25
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Table 10. (Continued)

88. My supervisor is a good planner.

89. My organization provides all the necessary informationSfor me to do my job effectively.

90. My work group is usually aware of important events and
situations.

91. My supervisor asks members of my work group for ourt ideas on task improvements.

Table 11. Version II Work Role Attitudes Measure

This section of the questionnaire contains a number of
.,t statements that relate to feelings about your work group,

M the demands of your job, and the supervision you receive.
Use the following rating scale to indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with the statements shown below.

1 = Strongly disagree
2 - Moderately disagree
3 = Slightly disagree
4 - Neither agree nor disagree

5 = Slightly agree
6 = Moderately aqree
7 - Strongly agree

50. Within my work-group tho people most affected by
deeisions frequently participate in makhgi.,q the
.decisions.

- *4, 5L.. In my work-group there is a great (deal of opportunitv
to be involved in resolving problems which affect the

group.

O. 52. I am allowad to participate in decisions regarding my

job.

, 53. 1 an allowed a sAgnific'ant dvgree of influence in

.0.. decisions regarding my work.

54. My superv sor usually asks for my opinions and thoughts
in decis o;ia affacting my work.

. a
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Table 11. (Continued)

55. My job (e.g., the type of work, amount of respon-
"4, 00 sibility, etc.) causes me a great deal of stress and

anxiety.

56. Relations with the people I work with (e.g., co-
workers, supervisor, subordinates} cause me a great
"deal of stress and anxiety.

57. General aspects of the organization I work for (e.g.,
policies and procedures, general working conditions)
tend to cause me a great deal of stress and anxiety.

5S. Most people are not always straightforward and honest
when their own interests are involved.

59. In these competitive times one has to be alert or
someone is likely to take advantage of you.9

60. It is safe to believe that in spite of what people say,
moit people are primarily interested in their own
welfare.

61. There is a high spirit of teamwork among my co-workers.

62. Members of my work group take a personal interest in
one another.

63. If I had a chance to do the same kind of work for the
same pay in another work group, I would still stay here
i'l this work group.

"64. My immediate supervisor, makes an effort to help. people
i.n Lhe work group with their personal problems.

65. My irLnediate supervisor insists that members of otr
work group follow to the letter all policies and
procedures handed down to him.

66. My immediate supervisor seeks the advice of our work
group on important matters before going ahead.

67. My immediate supervisor pushes the people under him (or
her) to insure they are working up to capacity.

A 69. My orqanization provides All tho necessary 1r.tfrmat.Lon
for me to do my job effectively.

- 69. My work group is usually aware of important events and

Si
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Table 1i. (Continued)

"70. The people I work with make my job easier by sharing
their ideas and opinions with me.

71. People in my work group are never afraid to speak their
minds about issues and problems that affect them.

Work Goals. In the original version, the three item

scale used to measure qoal clarity (Item 92), goal dif-

ficulty (Item 93), and goal realism (Item.94) were ad hoc

measurements. in Version I1, the scales used were developed

* from Ivancevich and McMahon (8). The scales are shown in

Tables 12 and 13.

Table 12. Original Work Goal Measure

The followinq three statements deal with your perceptions of
the nature of qoals and objectives that guide your work.
"Use the ratinq scale given below to indicate the extent to
which your work goals have the characteristics described.

I = Not al alt
2 = To a very little extent
3 m To a little extent

S4 - Ti a moderate extent
5 m To a fairly large extent
6 - To a qreat extent
7 - To a very great exteot

92. To what extent do you know exactly what is expected of
"0 you in performing your job?

4. 93. To what extent are your job performance goals difficult
to accomplish?

94. To what extent are your job performance goals
realistic?

- A - '..__ ,7.t.-.''8~
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Table 13. Version II Work Goal Measure

*, The following statements deal with your perceptions of the
nature of goals and obj-ctives that quide your work. Use
the rating scale given below to indicate the extent to which
your work goals have the characteristics described.

1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Moderately disagree
3 = Slightly disagree
4 = Neither aqree nor disagree
5 = Slightly agree
6 = Moderately agree
7 = Strongly agree

72. I know exactly what is expected of me in performing my
job?

S73. 1 understand clearly what my supervisor expects my to
accomplish on the job.

74. What I am expected to do at work is clear and
unambiguous.

75. I understand the priorities associated with what I an
expected to accomplish on the job.

76. It takes a high degree of skill on my part to attain
the results expected for imy work.

4 77. Results expected in my job are very difficult to
achieve.

378. It takes a lot of effort on my part to attain the
results oxpected for iay work.

79. I must work hard to accomplish what is expected of me
for my work.

60. 1 must exert a significantt amount of effort to attain
the results expected of me in nty job.

i¾'•
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Table 13. (Continued)

PART II

1 = Means you srng1 disagree with the statemert
2 = Means you moderately disagree with the statement
3 = Means you slightsy disagree with the statement
4 = Means you neither agree nor disagree
5 = Means you slightly agree with the statement
6 = Means you moderately agree with the statement
7 = Means you strongly agree with the statement

I. The amount of work I am expected to accomplish on the
job is realist.c.

2. The results I am expected to attain in my work are
real iztic.

3. What my supervisor expects me to accomplish on my job
* is nct impossible.

014% 4. 1 fAnd that the results that I am expected tt atta in

my work are achievable.

Future Work Plans. The original version contained two

items measuring intent to remain. Item 97 was eliminated.

Item 97 was initially included as tn experimental questiL)fn

4 41. to see if it was a better rredictor than Itez.- 96. It was

* subsequently decided that there was no need for two

l tuestions so the expertmental question (Item 97) was

eliminated.

Instructiong for this section were reworded in Vezsion

I I . the chainge was b11ted on feedback from respondonts who

a ,preý.sed confusion on what leveL orgaknization they should

use as a relevant in respondint to this question. The

measures are shown in Tablet 14 and 15.
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AA

Table 14. Original Future Work Plan Measure

Use the two rating scales given below to indicate your
future work plans with respect to the Air Force.

96. Within the coming year, if I have my own way:

1 = I definitely intend to remain with the Air Force.
2 = I probably will remain with the Air Force.
3 = I have not decided whether I will remain with the

Air Force.
4 = I probably will not remain with the Air Force.
5 = I definitely intend to separate from the Air Force.

97. All things considered, I really think that I will still
"be with the Air Force one year from now.

* i = Strongly agree
2 = Agree

N.. 3 = Don't agree or disagree
. 4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly disagree

Table 15. Version II Future Work Plans

Use the rating scale given below to indicate your future
work plans with respect to the Air Force or whatever
equivalent service/company to which you belong.

"S g19. Within the coming year, if I have my own way:

1 = I definitely intend. to remain with the Air Force.
2 = I probably will remal'n with the Air Force.
3 = I have not decided whether I will remain with the

Air Force.
* 4 = I probably will not remain with the Air Force.

5 = I definitely-intend to separate from the Air Force.

* 'I .

jk,.
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The secona revision, designated Version III (USAF SCN

85-30), was relatively minor.

The measurement of individual's organizational percep-

tion was eliminated and measures of job constraints and job

frustration were added.

-4
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III. Analysis of Scales

Job Satisfaction

Current AFIT Survey of Work Attitude Job Satisfaction

Measure. The AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes currently con-

tains a 5 item scale for measuring job satisfaction. This

scale was taken from a book entitled Social Indicators of

Well-Being by Frank M. Andrews and Stephen B. Withey, pub-

lished in 1976. This book documented their research about

perceptions of well-being. Their study investigated how

*Q perceptions are organized in the minds of different groups

of American adults, how to best measure perceptions of well-

being, and offered suggestions on ways measurement methods

could be implemented to yield a series of social indicators.

Andrews and Withey developed a list of 123 items used to

assess affective evaluation of specific concerns. The 5

items used in the ASWA are taken from this 123 item list.

Andrews and Withey use these 5 items plus one other question

which ask for one's feelings on pay, fringe benefits and job

0 security.

Andrews and Withey use the Delighted-Terrible (D-T)

scale. It contains seven on scale categories plus three

off-scale categories which allow the respondent a chance to

not respond if the respondent thought the question

irrelevant or too difficult.

"V
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The ASWA did not include the off-scale portion of the

D-T scale. Andrews and Withey were attempting to improve on

previously available methods for measuring affective evalua-

tions. One of the prime considerations of the authors in

developing the scale was to improve on a scale used by

Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers (9). Campbell, Converse and

Rodgers used a scale ranging from "completely satisfied" to

"completely dissatisfied". Andrews and Withey were con-

cerned about the "markedly skewed distributions" obtained

using the "satisfaction" scale. They hoped to reduce the

• skew by adding more affect to the scale.

The D-T scale has seven categories. Andrews and Withey

cite work by Miller (10) as evidence that a seven-point

scale is as fine as a person can discriminate in many judge-

ment tasks. From a statistical stand point, Andrews and

Withey cite work by Cochran (11), Conner (12) and Ramsay

(13) as evidence that seven categories are all that is

needed to capture essentially all of the potential variance.

Andrews and Withey also wanted their scale clearly

* labeled to reduce different interpretations of what a par-

ticular point on the scale actually means. Finally, they

thought it important that. the scale contain an avenue for no

response instead of forcing a respondent to answer a

question which he/she may have found irrelevant or not

applicable.

34
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Andrews and Withey used data gathered in the months of

July, May, April, October and November to estimate validity

:, coefficients for the D-T scale as well as several other well

Sknown scales. The author's gathered date assembled in Table

16 below which provides a comparison of different measure

methods for different well-being factors. The authors

obtained validity estimates for the D-T scale of .70. April

data revealed a validity estimate of .77. Two versions of a

measurement model was applied to November data with version

I yielding a .82 validity coefficient and version 2 vielding

a .76 validity coefficient. A validity estimate of .60 was

obtained from October data.

Reliability was estimated as .61 for May data, .71 for

November data, and .68 for April data. These reliability

estimates were derived using two items in the survey that

4: focused on the identical global aspect of well being that

were both measured by the D-T scale. The authors view this

as a classical short-term test-retest reliability coef-

ficient since the respondents' answers were measured then

remeas;ured only ten to twenty minutes apart.

Another concern of the authors in developing the D-T

scale was to develop a scale which would yield more sym-

5'" metrical distributions of responses. This allows proper

application of statistical techniques and allows the

researcher to discriminate among a wider range. The authors

35
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gathered data shown in Table 17 below which shows

distribution results of the D-T scale and the satisfaction

scale. Table 18 reflects data generated which compares the

distribution of D-T scales with other scales. Based on

their validity estimates, distribution, category labeling

and the ease of use, the a:,thors conclude that, while not

• •perfect with respect to their criteria, the D-T scale ranks

ahead of all other methods.

Use of the D-T scale in Current Job Satisfaction

N4 Research. Current job satisfaction literature was reviewed

* in an effort to determine whether any further validation of

Andrews and Withey's scale by independent researchers was

"" ~.conducted. In addition, the review was conducted to see if

research data on job satisfaction was being collected using

Andrews and Withey's 5 item, D-T scale.

The first source reviewed was a book entitled The

Experience of Work: A Compendium and Review of 249 Measures

and Their Use by J-hn D. Cook, Sue J. Hepworth, Toby D.

P4 Wall, and Peter B. Warr. The authors conducted an exhaus-

S� tive review of measures of work attitudes, values and per-

ceptions employed in all articles in 15 principal journals

" from 1974 to mid-1980. In reviewing the articles the

authors used 3 criteria in selecting scales for inclusion in

4. their review. T ese criteria were:

(1) Scales must operationalize a construct
reflecting individuals' experience of paid
employment.

%37
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(2) Scales must be able to be completed by
respondents by themselves or through
interview and must contain specified response
alternatives with a numerical weight.

(3) A scale must contain at least 3 relatively
II * homogeneous items.

These criteria were used in reviewing atLicles published

'-. between the years 1974 to mid-1980 which were contained in
the following periodicals: Academy of Management and Jour-

nal, Administrative Science Quarterly, British Journal of

Industrial Relations, Human Relations, Industrial Relations,

International Review of Apolied Psvchology, Journal of

•* AApplied PsycholocTv, Journal of Apnlied Social Psycholoqy,

Journal of Management Studies, Journal of Occupational

Behavior, Journal of Occupational Psychology, Journal of

Vocational Behavior, Organizational Behavior and Human

Performance. Personnel Psychology, and Personnel Review.

This resulted in a review of over 4000 articles.

Since Andrews and withe.'is scale was developed in 1976,

it falls within the time frame of the above mentioned

review. It also meets the criteria for inclusion in the

* review. However. nowhere in this review is the 5 item. U-T
L% %

scale mentioned. In fact, Andrews and Withey's work is not

even referenced.

The literature review was continued by using the Social

Science Citation Index (SSCI). If job satisfaction

researchers were using the D-T scale, one would assume

Andrews and Withey would be referenced in the work. In1
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conducting the review, all appropriate journals between the

years 1984 and August 1986 which were related to work

attitudes/job satisfaction research and which had articles

citing Andrews and Withey's 1976 work on social indicators

of well-being were identified. These journals included

Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quar-

terly, Human Relations, Industrial Relations, Journal of

Applied Psychology, Journal of Applied Social Psychology,

Journal of Management, Journal of Occupational Behavior,

Journal of Occupational Psychology, Journal of Vocational

* Behavior, Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,

Personnel Psychology, Personnel Review, Basic Applied

, Psycnology, Social Psychology Quarterly, Journal of Per-

sonality, Psychological Reports, Journal of Personality and

.4• Social Psychology, Psycholoqical Bulletin, and Academy of

Management Review.

In 1984 Andrews and Withey's 1976 work was referenced

39 times. Of these 39 references only one appeared in one

of the journals listed above. Their work was cited in

SPsycholoqlcal !3ulletin. However, the citation was not in

reference to the D-T scale. No information on the D-T scale

was included.

S, In 1985 there was 41 references to Andrews and Withey's
4*1 d

1976 work. This time there were more citations in appropri-

ate journals. Seven articles were investigated. These were

-broken down as listed in Table 19.
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"Table 19. 1984 Journal Breakout - Andrews and Withey

* of # Pertaining to
Journal Name Articles D-T Scale

Basic Applied Psychology 2 0
Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology 2 0
Academy of Management Review 1 0
Journal of Management 1 1
Psychological Bulletin 1 0

The one article which had commented on the D-T scale was on

article by AFIT researchers Steel, Mento, Dilla, Ovalle, and

Lloyd (14). Their article reported research on factors

influencing effectiveness of quality circle programs. One

factor measured was job satisfaction. The D-T scale was the

measurement instrument used. this, in fact, is the job

satisfaction scale contained in the ASWA. In this article

the authors cite reliability coefficients of .78 for the job

satisfaction measure.

In 1986 the SSCI contained 23 references to Andrews ani

Withey's 1976 work. The breakout of articles investigated

is listed in Table 20. The one article pertaining to the 0-
T scale was an article by Lounsbury and Hoopes (15). This

article reported the effect of vacation on six variables.

One of the six variables was job satisfaction. The authors

% report internal consistency reliability (alpha) values of

.94 for prevacation measurements and .95 for postvacation

measurements.
5'4
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Table 20. 1985 Journal Breakout Andrews and Withey

# of # Pertaining to

Journal Name Articles D-T Scale

Basic Applied Psychology 1 0
Social Psychology Quarterly 1 0
Journal of Applied

Psychology 1
Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology 0

Orqanizational Commitment

The ASWA measures organizational commitment using the

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ). In 1979

Mowday, Steers and Porter published a summary of research on

the development and validation of the OCQ (16). Mowday,

Steers and Porter use Porter and Smith's definition of

organization commitment as the basis for the instrument

development (17). Organizational eomnmitment is defineri in

t.erms of an attitacte involving active commitment to an

ý4, organization. Porter and Smith chazacterize organizational

commitment in three ways: "(1) a strong belief in and

accentance of the organization's coals and values; (2) a

willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf" of the

organization: and (3) a strong desire to maintain me•:.ershij

.- ¶4in the organization"(17).

The OSQ is a 15 itent measure which uses a 7-poitit

Likert scale with response ranginq from strongly agree to
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% strongly disagree. This scale was designed to capture the

three aspects of organization commitment identifyed by

14 Porter and Smith (17). Six items are negatively worded and

reversed scored in order to reduce response bias. This

measure is contained in the ASWA.

To evaluate the OCQ, Mowday Steers and Porter collected

data from a ('`verse grOuIp of employees from different

organizations an(d, with different 4oh classifications. This

survey was administered to 2563 employees in nine different

organizations. In some cases a short form version of the

0* OCQ, where negatively worded items were eliminated, was

usefd. The types of employees surveyed were in governmental

agencies, universities, hospitals, banks, telephone com-

panies, research laboratories, automotive manufacturing

4firms, psychiatric wards, and national retail sales

organizations.

The authors' as:,:s-ronrn of the OC)2 inc l,, ! n

examination of the following psycho-netric propertit-:

(1) means and standard dIeviations
S4•

* (2) Lnternal zo,,is•tency reliability

(3) test-rete.t reliahility

(4) converqtnit validity

-O ,•(5 ) d i!1Cr 1'.tt :•af• v,3.!id, ty

(6) predictivo validity

~~ ~(7) s.
..4 ,,

4k.V
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"The results of the analsis. of the seven areas are discussed

* below.

Means and Standari Deviations. The distribution of

scores from surveys of the different organizations are

listed in Table 21 belou.

Table 21. Means, Standard Deviations, and
Internal Consistencies for OCQ

N Mean SD Coefficient

Public employees 569 4.5 .90 .90
* Classified university

employeesa 243 4.6 1.30 .90
Hospital employeesa 382 5.1 1.18 .88
Bank employees 411 5.2 1.07 .88

1 Telephone company
employeesa 605 4.7 1.20 .90

Scientist and enginee.:.sa 119 4.4 .98 .84
Auto company managers 115 5.3 1.05 .90
Psychiatric technicianisb 60 4.0/3.5 1.00/1.00 .82-.93

A 4.3/3.5 1.10/0.91
W - 4.3/3.3 0.96/0.88

4.0/3.0 1.10/0.98
Retail Management

trainees 59 6..1 .64 NA

a A nine-item short-ened version of the OCQ was used in
this study.

Q b For this sample, means and standard deviations are

reported separately for stayers and leavers across four time
periods.

Reprinted from (16:232)

The means are all slightly above the midnoint on the% savan

point Likert sc1le. '.he authors conclude that the standard

deviations are acceptable for distribution of the scores.
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'I

Internal Consistency Reliability. Internal consistency

reliability was measured by calculating the (Cronbach) coef-

ficient alpha, by item analysis and by factor analysis. The

results for coefficient alpha are contained in Table 21

above. The item analysis are shown in Table 22.

The authors report high coefficient alphas with a

-median of .90. They conclude these results compare

favorably with most attitude measures.

Item analysis is the correlation of each item score

with the total score less the item. Upon examination of the

4 item analysis data one can see a range of average item total

correlation between .36 and .72 with a median correlation of

.64. The authors conclude these results suggest that the 15

items are all homogeneous in measuring the organizational

* commitment construct.

Factor analysis was conducted on 6 samples with the

results rotated to Kaiser's varintax solution (18). They

report tha' the analysis generally supported the theory that

the items were all measuring the same construct.

I Test-Retest Reliability. Test-retest reliability

figures were calculated for psychiatric technicians an:i

.retail manaement trainees. Psychiatric technicians were

* tested over 2. 3 and 4 month intervals with reliability

calculated for r-.53. .63 a.1d .75 respectively. Retail

"managoment inployees were tested over 2 and 3 month periods

with reliability fiqviri of r-.72 and 4-.60 respectively.
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They conclude these figures compare favorably to other

attitude measures and cite work by Smith et al as an example

where JDI test-retest reliabilities ranged from .45 to .75

(19).

Evidence of Convergent Validity. The authors examines

the following five criteria for evidence of convergent

validity:

(1) The OCQ should be related to other measures
of organizational commitment.

(2) Orqanizational commitment should be related
to intent to remain.

* (3) Commitment should be related to motivation to
perform and intrinsic motivation.

(4) Individuals with a high work orientation in
their central life interest are expected to
possess higher organizational commitment.

(5) Supervisor's independent organizational
commitment rating should be related to
organizational commitment measured by the

W ,4OCQ.

The results of the analysis (correlation of the five

criteria are summarized in Table 23.

Evidence of Discriminant Validity. In determining

* evidence of discriminant validity, the OCQ was compared

against measures of job involvement, career satisfaction,

and job satisfaction. If discriminant validity exist, there

should be little relationship between two distinct con-

struct. The authors used Lodahi and Kejner s measure for

job involvement, Steers and Braunstein measure for career

satisfaction and the JoL Descriptive Index for different

4H
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facets of job satisfaction(20)(21). The data is summaried

in Table 24. The authors contend that because high correla-

tions &.re typically found between various job attitudes at

the same point in time, these correlations are sufficiently

low to provide some evidence of discriminant validity. The

authors do admit, however, that the correlations are too

~ high to demonstrate conclusive evidence of discriminant

validity.

Evidence of Predictive Ability. Part of the authors

concept of organizational commitment is the belief that

commitment involves a willingness for a commited individual

to perform for the organization and for the individual to

want to stay with the organization. Several studies were

used to evaluate the OCQ with these two characteristics of

organizational commitment. Summary data is provided in

Table 25.

Turnover correlations were evaluated from five dif-

-/ ferent studies. Four from previous work by the authors and

one (Hom, Katerbery and Hulin) by independent research

* measuring reenlistment of part-time military personnel (22).

The authors c6nclude these correlations figures are evidence

for a consistent inverse commitment-turnover relationship.

.43 They further conclude that tenure was adequately correlated

based on studies of public employees and hospital employees.

4, Absenteeism figures were obtained from three studies. Two

of the studies indicated an expected inverse relationship
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between absenteeism and organizational commitment. The

relatively low correlation was attributed to the fact that

both voluntary and involuntary absences were pooled in the

data. Nevertheless, the conclusion was that the data was

consistent with the theory. It was expected that the

performance/organizational commitment relationship would be

modestly strong due to other factors influencing performance.

Data for hospital emoloyees and retail management trainees

consisted of independent supervisory rating. Two of four

correlations were significant for hospital employees.

Crampon et al's work was examined for retail management data

(23). No concurrent correlations were significant, however,

in subsequent time periods some significant differences

between cross-lag correlations were observed. Mowday et

al's work was also cited as evidence of predictive validity

(24). In this study, mean level of commitment was higher at

a bank with higher performance rating than another with a

A. lower mean level of commitment. The authors concede that

one cannot infer increased organizational commitment leads

0 to hiaher performance, however, they believe the studies,

A when viewed as a whole, do indicate the relationship between

'S. organizational commitment and performance is in the

0Q: predicted direction.

Norms

"The authors also provided normative data in order to

provide some tentative indication of how emnployees' scores

'Si53



"compares with other employees. This was done to facilitate

more accurate comparative analysis of employees in other

career fields having the same gender. Normative data was

similar for both male and female (16:242).

Use of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire in

Current Research. Cook et al in their review of the litera-

ture on the Organizational Commitment questionnaire (OCQ)

from 1)74 to mid-1980 concentrates mainly on the work of

Mowday, Steers and Porter (3)(16). As was discussed in the

previous section, Mowday, Steers and Porter examined various

studies in their 1979 effort to document the validity and

reliability of the OCQ. Cook et al in addition to sum-

inarizing Mowday, Steers and Porter's work, also provided

data they uncovered which was not reviewed. This additional

•, data on internal reliability is listed in Table 26.

Table 26. OCQ Reliability Data

Coe f ficient

Study Sample a lrha

Kerr and Jermier (25) 113 Police officers .86

Jermier and nerkes (26) 158 Police officers .91

S., Ivancevich (27) 154 Project engineers .84

O'Reilly and Roberts 5--2 Naval aviation
(28) em.-. oyees .54
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Data on scale distribution properties are in Table 27.

Table 27. OCQ Scale Distribution Properties

Standard
Study Sample Mean Deviation

Aldag and Brief 75 Police employees 5.46 1.04
(29)

Van Maanen (30) 136 'Male Police
recruits 5.1 1.2

Van Maanen (30) 58 Experienced
"police officers 5.7 .6Bartol (31) 159 Computer

professionals 4.78 -

Cook et al also provides additional data on discrim-

inant validity research. They report Jermier and Berkes

finding a correlation of .68 between the OCQ and general job

satisfaction measured by the Minnesota Satisfaction Ques-

tionnaire (26). Steers and Braunstein reported correlations

of .25 between OCQ and need for achievement and .02 by the

Manifest Needs Questionnaire (32). The literature review

* was continued using the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI)

described earlier.

In 1984 Mowday, Steers and Porter's review of the

validity of the OCQ was referenced in the SSCI 18 times.

... eve:- roferences were in the journals vf interest described

earlier. These eleven references were investigated. The

breakout is shown in Table 28.
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Table 28. 1984 Journal Breakout - OCQ

# of # Pertaining to
Journal Name Articles OCQ Scale

Academy of Management
Journal 4 4

Human Relations 2 1
~ Organizational and

Human Behavior 2 2

Psychological Reports 2 2
Journal of Applied

Psychology 1 1

6 •As indicated in the Table above, ten of eleven articles

"contained information pertaining to the OCQ. Nine of the

* ten studies used the OCQ to measure organizational commit-

ment. One article was critical of the OCQ. The studies

contained the following data relevant to the psychometric

properties of the OCQ:

(1) Neyer and Allen (33) - Researchers conducted

two studies of varius instruments used in

testing the "side-bet" theory of organiza-

tional commitment whereby commitmnent

increases with accumulation of investment.

'V. During these two studies internal reliability

(coefficient alphas) of .93 and .89 were

ca calculated. These were the highest reli-

ability coefficients calculated of the five

scales examined.

04
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(2) Podsakoff et al (34) - Authors used the OCQ

in examining the relationship of reward and

punishment on subordinate responses.

A0 Although the authors cite Mowday, Steers and

Porter's (1979) research on the validities/

reliability of the OCQ no independent data

accur,.ulated on the OCQ as a result of this

study was reported.

(3) Jamal (35) - This research examined the rela-

tionship between job stress and withdrawal

* behavior. The stu•!.y was conducted in two

hospitals involving 440 nurses. Cronbach

coefficient alpha reliability was reported as

.83.

(4) Jenner (36) - This study used the OCQ in

determininq whether OCQ scores, involvement

-and satisfaction and hours worked at one

point in time would be positively and signif-

icantly related to hours reported worked at

• some future point. No independent reliabil.ty

/validity data was reported. however, the

author concluded i.hat while the data suggest

cnjmitment. atisf..tion and involvement are

related to hours volunteers work at any one

point in time. they should not be used to

predict volunteer hours in the future.

'57
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(5) Maili~et (37) - This study compared the OCO

with Cook and Wall's (38) commitment scale

when both were translated into French. The

authors concluded the scales were inter-

changeable with reliability coefficients of

.92 for the 0CC' and .87 for the Coo~k-Wall's

scale.

(6) B~ateman andI Strasser (39) - This study

analyzed longitudinal data front 129 nursing

departmient employees in an offort to deter-

mine the effect of 13 variables on organiza-

t ionalI co.'t rn It mte 11t. The atithors reported

coefficient alpha reliabilities of .90 and

.89 as well as a test-retest reliability of

.65.

(7) Mowday, Kotberg. Mc~rthur (40) - The OCQ was

used in an analysis of Mobley~s (1977) model

of.' the interm-ýdiate linkaqes in the turnover-

decision. QCQ internzil consistency eoe-ý

* f7icxiants were reported A.- .41 for hospital

~ samples and .90 tor clerical sam~ples. Addi-

tionally. a mean of 4.683 withal. 12 sarndard

deviation for the hospital sample (N-253) atO

4Mean of 4.47 with a standard deviation o

1.02 for tho cler-ical. sftnp.' CN-285) were

reported.
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(8) Fry and Slocum (41) -This study analyzed the

effect of tuchnology and structure on work-

group effectiveness. No new reliability/

validity data was reported,

(9) Stumpf and Hartman (42) - This article

examined the process of organizational com-

mitment and withdraw individuals experience.

Twelve vwaiabtes were examined in the study.

One of the twelve was organizational commit-

ment. Organizational commitment was measured

0O by the OCQ minus items regarding intention to

quit. The authors report a mean of 4.88, a

standard deviation of 1,19 and an internal

consistency reliability (alpha) of .93.

Additionally, it is reported that there was a

-. 69 corr-elation between organizational com-

mitment and intention to quit which appears

to support evidence of discriminant validity.

(10) Farrell and Petersen (43) - This study

*:q) analyzed longitudinal data in examininq the

relationships between loss of commitment,

absenteeism and employee turnover. The sig-

,0 nificance of this article with respect to the

OCQ was in the approach in analyzing data.

The authors used a median based approach.

They cite Mcwday, Steers and Porter's review
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of the OCQ where means were of 4.0 - 6.1 were

reported across nine-samples as evidence of

4• 4an upward scoring bias leading to non-normal

di~trihutions (16).

In 1985, Mowday, Steers and Porter's review of the OCQ

was referenced in the SSCI fifteen times. Nine of the

references were in the journals of interest described ear-

lier. These nine articles were investigated. The breakout

- "is contained in Table 29.

"Table 29. 1985 Journal Breakout - OCQ

.w # of • Pertaining to
Journal Name Articles OCQ Scale

ION Journal of Social
Psychology 1 1

Journal of Vocational
Behavior 2 1

Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance 1 1

Journal of Management 2 2
Human Relations 2 1
Administrative Science

Quarterly 1 1
* Academy of Management

-i •, ,Review 1 1

As indicated in the table above, eiqht of nine articles

contained information pertaining to the OCQ. The art ieles

contained the fol lowinq infor-mation relevant to the

psychometric properties of the OCQ:
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(1) Martin and OLaughlin (44) - This stuy

investigated fifteen variables for their

prediction of c. ganizational commitment.

Organizational commitment was the criterion

variable and was measured by the OCQ. As

part of the study of part time Army Reservist

and commitment, two samples were taken. One

sampl1e consisted of 1499 non-combatants and

one sa-mple consisted of 1201 combatants.
•'4 Coefficient alpha values of .86 and .81 were

calculated for the two samples.

(2) Barlinq (45) - This study examined the rela-

"tionship between 50 husbands' degree of jot

involvement, job satisfaction and perceptions

of organizational climate and their wives'

marital satisfaction. The OCQ was used to

measure the commitment aspect. No data on

the OCQ was reported.

(3) Douqherty and Pritchard (46) - This study

assessed three iewly dIveloped measures of

4' role ambiguity, role conflict, and role over-
"load. these new measurez were to be curre-

lated with various outcome neaures. The t.'Q

.,was One outcom pieasure used in the study. An

internal consistency reliability of .d)9 was

reported.
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(4) Krackhardt and Porter (4"/) - This article

examined the effect of turnover on the atti-

tude of those who remain in an organization.

The OCQ was used to measure an individual's

commitment after turnover. The authors

report coefficient alphas ranging from .84 to

.90 across three samples.

(5) Jamal (48) - This study examined the rela-

tionship between j4ob stress and job per-

- formance. The effect of organizational

-- commitment in moderating the relationship

"between job stress and job performance was

also assessed. The OCQ was used as the

measure of organizational commitment. Two

populations (managers and blue collar

workers) were surveyed. Internal consistency

reliabilities of .87 and .81 were reported.

(6) Steel et al (14) - This study evaluated

quality circle proqrams in two Department of

Defense (L)OD) organizations. Survey data

from 107 members of a m4,Aitary organization

and 165 members of a medical facility was

* gathered. The study reported coeffici;t

alpha reliabl-.ties of .88 for both oroupz.

(7) Fisher (49) - This study ancalyzed the ro1t of

social support on the job in helping the new

'4
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employee adjust. One of the six measures of

adjustment to work was the OCQ. Reliability

coefficient of .87 at two points in time was

reported.

(8) Reichers (50) -* This article reviewed orqlan-

izational commitment concepts which have

appeared in current research literature. it

includes a discussion 2,f Aifferent definl-

tions arid measuremnent techniques. The author

suggests that there are items in the OCQ)

* ~which are very close tc intent to remnain

items which are partially responsible for the

consistently high relationships, between the

OCQ and intent to remairt measures. in addi-

ti.on, the author suggests that concept redun-

0 1 daricy may be present where an attitude is

hypothesized to he related to a behavior such

as turnover. the author sugqests thztt the

OCQ is measuring b~ehavioral. intention and not

* the orqanizational con~t~ruct. It is thenl

suqqested that organlizational cotnititment may

be mo~re clearly understood by viewinq the

@1 construct as a c.)Ilect~ion of multiple

Congr. i t men t.

I DFor 19836 the llt4erature searclh wats conducted from Janu-

4ry to August. F.lev-tn referernces w.ere found in journals of

~ *4
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interest. Nine of the references had relevant data

pertaining to the OCQ. The breakout is contained in Table

30.

Table 30. 1986 Journal Breakout - OCQ

# of # Pertaining to
Journal Name Articles OCQ Scale

Academy of >ianagement
Journal 2 2

Journal of Occupational
Psychology I I

l Academy of Management
Review 1 1

Journal of Applied Psychology 7 4

Investigation of those studies with data relevant to

the OCQ revealed the following:

(1) Duchon et al (51) - This study examined 49

Junior Achieverment companies over a 6 month

period. The study examined alternatives to

cnnventional measures of leader-member

• exchancges. The OCQ was used to measure

"" company commitment. Scale means of 5.33 with

standard deviation of 1.06 for one point in

tirte and scale mean of 5.33 with standard

Sdeviation of l.J6 was reported. No

._lýabiity/validity data for the measure was

Sreportod.
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(2) Angle and Perry (52) - This study explored

the possibility of a dual-commitment to a

union and an employing organization. The

study was conducted on 22 municipal bus com-

panies. Organization commitment for this

study was measured by the OCQ. A coefficient

alpha of .89 was reported. In addition means

of 4.50 with a 1.12 standard deviation was

reported.

(3) Landau and Hammer (53) - The focus of this

- research was on the perceived ease of move-

ment of two groups of clerical employees

I•, within an organization. The study also

examined the relationship between perceived

- ease of movement, organizational commitment

and intention to quit. The OCQ was used to

measure orqanization commitment. No

independent scale properties were reported.

(4) Brooke (54) - Thi& paper presented a model of

employee absenteeism. One variable in the

model is organizational commitment. The

article cites the 0CQ as a well-established

I•" operationalization of the organization

"a "commitment construct.

--A (5) Pearee Faid Porter (55) -This study eamt•,e.

the ef feet of fornAl appraisal feedback on

"2".



emplnyees atsitude toward the appraisal

system and toward the organization. The OCQ

, was used to assess changes in attitudes

toward organizational commitment. Coef-

ticient alpha of .89 for managers and .92 for

employees were reported.

(6) Reichers (56) - Reichers investinated several

possible antecendents of organizational com-

rmitment. Organization commitment was the

dependent viriable and was measured by a

modified version of the OCQ. Five items were

used. Coefficient alpha was reported as .88.

(7) Barling and Rosenbaum (57) - This study

investigated whether a husband's work experi-

ences can be associated with wife abuse. The

measure of husbands' organizational commit-

ment was rie-asured by the OCQ. No indeoendent

psychometric data was reported. Sample size

Swets st-all (n-18).

(8) UtLau (54) - This article tried to determine

•,. .,• whether a measure of career commitment could

be ooeraztionalized and whether this measure

showed a different relationship than other

"",measures of comntitmtent constructs. Coef-

.ficint alphas of .89 and .8,11 ware repurte-

in this longitudinal stud.y. In addition a

4%



• test-retust reliability of .74 was obtained.

The sample consisted of 119 reqistered nurses.

Participative Decision Makinq

The measurement scale for assessinq participative

decision making in the ASWA was developed "in-house" at

AFIT. It consists of a five item questionnaire using a

seven point aqree-disagree response scale.

There is currentlv no documnented reliability or

validitv assesment available on this measurement scale.

However, Steel et al used this measure when evaluatin;

"tuaLity circles in two DOD orcanizations '41. Ccefficic,:.

alphas of .74 and .34 were reported for a samp-le of main-

"tenance and hospital employees. The authors constructed an

intercorrelation matrix with other variables used in the

study. It is provided in Table 31.

It'. zpnoears there Is some evidence of convereqent val-

i( •dity. For instance. a correlation of .67 was fnLund between

K.:t r, ionshie-oriene,! supervision (viriable 10) =nd rprtici-

nation n ecison an (varcible 14) in the hosritnat

sample. ThiF4 cnrrtlation was lower in the .ainten~xne

",rAnple but still 'a 1 4nificant. It m-aks sense tIat tte:

"variables have a si (Taificant crrrelation. A rel.tionshijr-S
oriented supervistor would tend tow-ird a more participative

decislon :ia kinc tnvironrlont.

"Another initret-its. corr.,liation in b cowedn '-omuniea-

,, tion e te rand participative- dci4on - kiqtq. hitrrion

67

0
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stresses the view that communication is the means by which

understandings about participation are created (59). With-

out communication it would be difficult to establish a

participative decision making atmosphere. The correlation

between these two variables is .66 among hospital employees

and .53 among maintenance employees. This is another

indication of convergent validity.

While there appears to be evidence of reliability and

validity in this measurement. The data is sparse and this

N. measurement is not used commonly in participative decision

*" ,Aking research. A review of the SSCI resulted in fincdinq

only one study in which this measure was used. This study
'4',

was Steel et al's which was mentioned previously (14). It

should be noted, however that current research is being

conducted which will evaluate the reliability and validity

of the ASWA and its measures.

Other !teosures of Partici~ation in Decision r ki;.

"There does not appear to be one commonly used neasure of PLDh
vi

zo z•search to date. Cook et al's review of the 1iterature

* fror. 1974 to miei-t9•4U mentions three tteasures of P)M (2).

""ach is discussed below:

(•) Sutton and Rousseau (60) -This measure eon-

* sists of four itemas scored on a four point.

l It w•as used itt a study which exarmtied

the relatloriship of organixational strtttur-.

dndenceIn Ok paront

g.
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organization to behaviors and attitudes.

Little psychometric data on the scale was

lid ýprovided in Sutton and Rousseau's article.

$ They did report an alpha reliability of .78.

(2) Aiken and Hage (61) - Aiken and Hage's

measure is included in this review even

,V, though it falls out of the 1974-1980 review

time frame. It is included because other

researchers were found to have used their

* scale during 1974-1980. Aiken and lage use a

PDM measure in their analysis of centraliza-

tion in organizations. The authors view

centralization as having two aspects. The

first is the degree of Hierarchy in Authority

and the second if the degree of Participation

in Decision-making. Participation in

decision makinq is defined as "the extent to

4- which staff members participate in setting

goals and policies of the entire organiza-

- tion". Aiken and Hage measure organizations

as a whole and not individuals in the orqani-

0

zations. Scores froin one organiration are

compared to other organizations. ThN M

measure consist of four items with a 5 point

.. •: response scale ranging from never to always.

An Average score is C eulatid for each

7 '
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A
-%• respondent, then weighted by social position

and finally aggregated in organizational

scores. In a study of 16 welfare organiza-

tions, scores ranged from 1.68 to 3.69 for

PDM. This study compared the effect of cen-

cralization and formalization to alienation,4.I

* from work. One conclusion the authors

reached was that lack of PUM is strongly

related fro;.i alienations from work because of
'44.

a Pe..rson-Product momant correlation of -

.059. Little psychometric data on the scale

Swa s in c l ud e d in th is s tu d y. O th e r

researchers who have used this scale include

Dewar, Whetten and Boje who presented data

from four studies which resulted in a median

a alhia reliabinitty coefficient of .92 (62).

."n liddi -lon. Gl sson an:1 martin reported

Ssn *lit-half rtxlabilit,° o .88 based or a

-s.*nr le of 403 respondents (-1)

S(3) Yik i and Kanak (64 ) - Y uk l I *nd Kanuk use a

. PDM scale as toart of a Leader.• 5,ýi havo4or

.V4 Scal-e cnsisting of nine aspects, 1Žecisiori

participation was defined as the extent to

.4 which a leader consults with subordinates and

otherwise atllow them to participate in

rtaking deciaion,. and the amount of

4 %
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subordinate influence over the leader's

decisions that results from this participa-

"tion. The scale development was documented

by Yukl and Nemeroff (65). Internal consis-

tency was determined using Cronbach's alpha

coefficient. Alpha coefficients of .77, .82,

.80, .77, and .90 were calculated for five

different samples. Test-retest data was

collected after an interval from five to ten

weeks. Participation in decision makinq

*rest-retot reliability was calculated at

.65. The authors considered this within
4"

acceptable ranges. Inter-rater agreement wasU calculated under the assumption that if dif-

ferent subordinates describe the same

leader's behavior the same way the meas-ure-

ment Ls more accuratte. Inter-rater agreement

was tested by computinq a one-way analysis of

variance across groups of respondents for

* each sample. Uectsion partieppation was

among the loweýst in the degree of agreement

zamong respondents. NO j)planatioas woeC

discussed. Converqent validity was deter-

tfined by correlating th• PU! scale with stu-

! dt-:t thpeklist of a ta -her'_ bOhavvior. A

correlat~.ott of .69 wau calculated. The

72

i%,7



authors concluded their scales had accentable

psychometric properties.

A furth,-er search of additional PDM measures was accom-

plished by reviewing the PermuTerm index of the Social

Science Citation index. The PernuTerm index identifies

articles with the key work in the title of the articles.

The keyword used for the search for PDM measure was "Par-

ticipation". Under the heading "Participation" was a sub-

item called "decision-makinQ". This search covered the

years 1984, 1985 and 1986. Only one article was found which

-0 was in one of the journ.,'s of interest. In this article,

Harrison examines how participative decision making is

established through informal organization channels (59).

"Harrison uses a PDM measure first developed by MOHR (66).

This m, ure consist of 5 items scored on a scale containing
five Lesponses ranging from hichlv accurate to very a-cu-

rate. Harrison repol-ts a coefficient alpha of .81 for this

measure. A mean of 3.77 with a s. d. of 1.44 was reported.

Mohr reports a mean of 3.4 with a -. d. of .63 in his study

0 analyzing participativeness aj a dependent variable (66).

A finel search for other measures of PDM was accom-

plished by a review of all volumes of th, Tournal of Applied

Psychology and the Academy of Managemciat Journal for the

years 1984-1986. Three articles were found which employed

PDM measures. They are:

73
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(1) Marks et al (67) - In this study of the

impact of employee participation in quality

"circles, the authors used the Michigan

IOr .. izational Assessment Package. This

instrument has two item assessing satis-

faction with opportunities to take part in

decisions. Seashore et al review psycho-

imetric properties of the Michigan Organiza-

tional Assessment Package (68). The two item

PDM scale is part of the supervision module

in this instrument. An internal consistency

alpha of .76 is reported. Little validity

data is reported by the the authors generally

conclude validity is present because partic-

ipation did not show strong relationships

with varying conditions of overload. It did

have a stronger relationship to attitude

measures where high intrinsic rewards were

important. Marks et al used only one of the

"two item PDM scale (67). No additional

psychometric data was reported.

(2) Scandura, Graen and Novak (69) - In this

*• study of antecedents of decision influence,

the •uthors use a 8 item Likert-style

measure. The scale was not presented. The
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autnors report a Cronbach alpha reliability

of .90.

(3) Erez and Arad (70) - The authors examined the

-- effect of participation in goal setting on

performance and attitudes. A two item scale

was used with responses ranging from 1

(totally no influence) to 5 (total influ-

ence). the item questions were: "Compared

to the supervisor, how much influence did the

other group members have" and "Compared to

* the supervisor, how much influence did the

other group members have over the goal that

was set". The only psychometric data

reported was a r=.48 between the measures.
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IV. Conclusions/Recemmendations

This chapter contains conclusions and recommendations

reached as a result of this research. It contains general

observations and specific recommendations Jor changes in the

AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes as well as suggestions for

future research. Specific areas in need of attention are

discussed.

Documentation

Although this research has documented the history and
0

development of the AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes, more

documentation is needed on data gathered by researchers who

used the .urvey. It should be more concerned with unpub-

lished data which this report did not address. This infor-

-ell mation could be very useful in further validity/reliability

analysis of the survey. This report used existing research

listed in urofessioral journals on scales found in the AFIT

survey to assess their appropriateness. This method will be

ineffective in some cases where a scale was developed "in-S
house" with no basis or use in the literature today. In

addition, the constructs measured should be precisely

defined by the principal author of the survey. This would

NO. facilitate future validity studies in insuring the scale is

.• -measuring what s intended to measure. Sometimes con-

struct which seen, to be the same are actually different

because of the manner in which they have been defined.
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Job Satisfaction

The job satisfaction scale used in the AFIT survey was

developed by Andrews and Withey (5). Although Andrews and

"Withey provided extensive psychometric data on their scale,

it was not being used in organizational research literature.

In fact, other than one article published by an AFIT

researcher there was not one study found which used the

measure. It may be because Andrews and Withey's research

was oriented more toward assessing peoples' attitudes toward

"life-as-a-whole" as opposed to one's work attitudes within

an organizational setting. To remain more consistent with

other researchers conducting organizational research, a morce

cortimonly used measure should be selected. There are cer-

tainly no shortages of measures in use today. Cook et al in

their 1980 review of job satisfaction measures list 46

different scales (3). In reviewing the job satisfaction

literature for evidence of use of Andrews and Withey's Job

satisfaction scale, the most commonly used scale appeared to

"be the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ). This was

S the scale used in the original version of the AFIT survey.

This scale has an abundance of good reliability/validity

4Ali; data available (3). The reason for changing to the shorter

*a Andrews and Withey scale in Version II of the survey was

that the MSQ was too long. If this is still a concern to

.4. the researcher another commonly used measure of overall job

satisfaction is a five-item measure contained in the Job

SO77



Diagnostic Survey developed by Hackman and Oldham (71).

This also has an abundance of reliability/validity data

available (3).

Orqanizational Commitment

The AFIT survey uses the Organization Commitment Ques-

tionnaire (OCQ) developed by Mowday, Steers and Porter (16).

This measurement is scale was the one most commonly found in

organizational commitment literature reviewed during thnis

research effort. It is well documented and as cited earlier

contains acceptable psychometric scale properties. This

measure should remain unchanged in the AIT survey.

Participation in Decision Making

The Participation in Decision Making (PDM) measure used

A in the AFIT survey was created "in-house" at AFIT. It has

very little psychometric scale data available to evaluate

its appropriateness. The data available from Steel et al's

"analysis of quality circles appears to indicate that the

measure may contain acceptable properties. However, much

more analysis is needed before full confidence can be

established.

In the research literature reviewed in this study, the

"• POM measure was generally inc' ded in surveys assessing

N' leadership behavior (59)(64)(65)(66)(69). There was no one

'. dominant scale used in the literature reviewed in this

study. It iray be because PDM is generally regarded as one
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aspect of the larger leadership behavior investigations that

PDM is not give "individual" attention. All of the scales

seem to consist of a small number of items (usually four)

with questions concerning whether the employees is given the

opportunity to be involved in decision making and the fre-

quency with which the individual participates. One property

of the current PDh scale in the AFIT survey which is more

attractive than others reviewed is the seven point response

scale it contains. Miller has conducted ro-soarch which

.suggests the number seven is the number which provides the

* most discrimination for humans (10). Andrews and Withey

used a seven point response scale in developing their scale

"measuring different aspects of well-being with favorable

response distributions resulting (5). The PDM scale cur-

rently used is as good as any reviewed. Further validity/

reliability data should be collected on the PDM measure. It

should remain in the survey due to the lack of any

predominant neasure in the literature today.

Overall

The tec)nical review if the AFIT Survey of Work

Attitudes is an appropriate endeavor at this point in the

life of the instrument. It is hooed that this research has

contributed to that larger undertakinq.

79



q t.

APPENDIX A: Studies Usinq Survey Data

Steel, R. P., & 'Iento, A. J. (in press). The participation
- performance controversy reconsidered: Subordinate
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SProceedings of the 27th Annual Conference of the
militarv Testino Association (Vol. I), 426-431.

Steel, R. P., Hendrix, W. H., & lento, A. J. (1987). Joint
"i Pn. eence nf necceivi'd task dimensions, felt
competence, and joi involvement on the work performance
of a r med fo r ce s ,e r s on- c I A 1 on g i tu d i i na 1

* investigation. ýIanuscript submitted for publication.
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* s.- / in preparation.
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APPENDIX B: Use of the "AFIT Survey of Work Attitudes"

BRANCH OF SAMPLE TYPES OF
ORGANIZATION(S) SERVICE SIZE MEASURES

CIVIL ENGINEERING (TAC) USAF 51 ATT

HOSPITAL USAF 17 ATT

CIVIL ENGINEERING & AIRCRAFT

MAINTENANCE (TAC) USAF 14 ATT

TRANSPORTATION SQUADRON USAF 120 ATT, PERF

HiOSPITAL USA 20 ATT

CIVIL ENGINEERING USA 140 ATT

MISSILE MAINTENANCE,

CIVIL ENGINEERING,

& TRAINING (SAC) USAF 225 ATT, PERF

CIVIL ENGINEERING &

ýENE'-RAL ADIMINISTRATION USAF 200 ATT, PEEF

ELLCTNICAL MANUFACTURING NA 140 ATT

.'EDEVAL MINT CIVIL 220 ATT'. PERF,

UNIVERSITY NA 300 ATT. PERF.

Oa J
pii.

VA HOSPITAL CIVIL

LEGEND: USAF (AI R, USA (ARMY): ATT (ATTITUDES). PERF

(PERFORMANCE APPRAISP-F.., )e .14% (OBJET'IVE MEASURES).
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APPENDIX C: index of Construct Measured Survey Item #

d

SURVEY SECTION CONSTRUCT
PAGE # TITLE MEASURED

°Background Info
1 & 2 Ques 1-7 Background Info

Job Satisfaction
3 Quos 5-12 Job Satisfaction

Supervisor's Assessment
of Your Performance

4 Ques 13-17 Self-Appr, Job Perf

Job Effort Rating
5 Ques 18 Effort Rating

Future Work Plans

5 Ques 19 Intent to Quit/Remain

"Organization Info
5 & 6 Ques 20-34 Organizational Cominitment

JOD Information
7 Ques 35-39 Job Autonomy
7 Ques 40-44 Central Life Interest

t e-se 46-48 Self Concept
7 Ques 45 & 49 Not Used

SNwo~rk Role Attitudes
Ques 5S-54 PLrt~cip•tive 'ecision

"Makinq (Attitudes)
Ques 55-57 J/O Stress

=- S. 9 Ques ol-63 '2rouv• Cohesiveness
Q9 ues 64 4 66 Relationshio/Oriented

9 Ques 65 L 67 Tak/Oriented
9 Ques 68-71 Co~aunication Climate

40• Work Goals
10 Ques 72-75 Goal Clarity
101) Ques 76-S0 Coal Difficulty

A.", •%- i!Quts 1-4 GaRealinn

A'
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SURVEY SECTION CONSTRUCT
"PAGE # TITLE MEASURED

Job Characteristics
14 Ques 8, 12, 16 Task Significance

13 & 14 Ques 5, 13, 15 Task Autonomy
13 & 14 Ques 7, 9, 11 Task Variety
13 & 14 Ques 6, 10, 14 Task Identity

Job Feedback
15 Ques 17-21 Job Feedback

Task Preferences
15 & 16 Oues 22-26 Need for Achievement

1 Oir.ues 27-31 Need for Affiliation

*Q °'ask Demands
17 Cues 32-44 Sense of Competence

Situational Attributes
18 Ques 45-47 Situation-l Attributes

Goal Agreement
18 Ques 48 Goal Agreement

i Self Perceived Ability
18 Ques 49 Self Perceived Ability

?erformarc•' Obstac'es

S. Constraints
• •,19 tQtes 50-53 Obstacles • Constraiats
- 9 Ques 54 Frusr. raztio
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APPENDIX D: Measures of Global Life Quality

GI How do you feel about your life as a whole? (D-T
4 Scale) Short name: Life 1.

G2 Same measure as GI, asked later in interview. Short
name: Life 2.

05 Which face comes closet to expressing how you feel
about your life as a whole? (Scale: seven faces with
varyinq smiles or frowns) Short name: Faces: whole
life.

G6 '!ere is a nicture of a la.ider. At the 1,cttoto of the
ladder is the worst life you might reasonably expect to
have. At the tor is the best life you miqht expect to
have. Of course, life from week to week falls some-
where in between. Where was your life most of the tiite

* durina the past year? (Scale: ladder with nine •-ngis
k,?, 4 extendinq frcre "Best life I could expect to have" to
.,' ' "Worse life I could expect to have") Short name:

Ladder: mos t.

G7 Hlere are some circles that we can imagine represent the
lives of different people. Circle eight has all pluses
in it, to represent a per-son who has all qood things in
his life. Circle zero has all minuses in it, to repre-
."set a person who has all bad things in his life.

•. Other circles iro in between. Which circle do you
think comes clnset to matching your life? (Scale: row
of nine circles with contents ranqing3 frofn eight +'s to
eiqht -'s) Short name: Circles: whole life.

-, % G29 How i,•~ •, re you with your life ýts a wh,•e -e s
•,•.days? (Seve.n- vt. Iea~ e: Co!,ftp etely s atisf ied ...

c¢ • com 1 1e• " t V I .qa t i fi h 0) h r t na me: S t-v•-1) t.
3at I 'A fct 'on.,

Z4.
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